Abstract: Since the description of Diplostephium by Kunth in 1820, more than 200 Diplostephium taxa have been described. In the absence of a recent revision of the genus, a nomenclator of Diplostephium is provided based on an extensive review of the taxonomic literature, herbarium material, and databases. Here, 111 species recognized in the literature are listed along with their reference citations, types, synonyms, subspecific divisions, and distributions by country. In addition, a list of doubtful names and Diplostephium names now considered to be associated with other taxa is provided.
Diplostephium is a genus of small trees, shrubs, and sub-shrubs that range from Costa Rica to northern Chile. Carl Sigismund Kunth published the genus in Nova Genera et Species Plantarum (1820) with the description of a single species, Diplostephium lavandulifolium Kunth (now Diplostephium ericoides (Lam.) Cabrera). The generic name came from the Greek diplos, double, and the Greek stefanos, crown, referring to the tworowed pappus present on the achenes. After the original description, the first authors to describe new taxa were Hugh Algernon Weddell, who described 17 new species in Chloris Andina (1857) and Georg Hans Emmo Wolfgang Hieronymus, who published 10 species between 1895 and 1905.
In the twentieth century, Sidney Blake published 28 new taxa and two revisions of the genus (1922, 1928) . In his first treatment (1922) , Blake subdivided the 40 species recognized at that time into five series (ROSMARINIFOLIA, FLORIBUNDA, DENTICU-LATA, RUPESTRIA, and LAVANDULIFOLIA 5 DIPLOSTEPHIUM) based on leaf and sinflorescence variation. In his second revision (1928), Blake recognized 43 species and combined the series RUPESTRIA, FLORIBUN-DA, and DENTICULATA under RUPESTRIA (leaving LAVANDULIFOLIA, ROSMARINIFOLIA, and RUPESTRIA). Following Blake, the Spanish botanist José Cuatrecasas, who largely explored the Colombian territory, published more than 90 new taxa in the genus along with two revisions (1943, 1969) . In his first treatment (1943), Cuatrecasas accounted for 64 species and subdivided the genus in two sections based on the stigma form (sect. EMARGINATUM and BIFIDUM) ignoring the subdivision previously proposed by Blake. In his second revision (1969), Cuatrecasas studied the 53 Colombian species recognized at that time and calculated the total number of species to be 90. Additionally, Cuatrecasas adopted Blake's 1922 subdivision of the genus into series, omitting the sections he himself previously described (Cuatrecasas 1943) and proposed seven new additional series (CRASSIFOLIA, CORIACEA, HUERTASINA, SCHULTZIANA, PHYLICOIDEA, SAXATILIA y ANACTINOTA) for a total of twelve. This treatment of the genus was the last effort in publishing a complete study of Diplostephium. Cuatrecasas never explained why he eventually preferred using series rather than sections. Blake, who first described the stigma types in Diplostephium, concluded that dividing the genus using stigma characters (as in Cuatresases' sections) is not compatible with a division of the genus using foliage and inflorescence traits, and that the division by series seemed to be the more natural one. It appears that Cuatrecasas came to the same conclusion before his second revision.
Following the extensive work done by Cuatrecasas, four new Colombian species have been recently published by Santiago Diaz and collaborators (Díaz-Piedrahita and Restrepo 1994 , Díaz-Piedrahita and Mendez-Ramirez 1997 , Díaz-Piedrahita and Morales 2002 . Colombia now has 63 species described (for a key, see Vargas & Madriñán 2006) , Perú 39, Ecuador 26, Venezuela 10, Chile 3, Costa Rica 2, and Bolivia 1. Due to the size of the genus, this study is limited to listing the 111 species recognized in the literature without evaluating their taxonomic status. This nomenclator is the result of the intensive review of the published manuscripts, work in herbaria (COL, F, FMB, TEX, US, and USM), and information available in different databases (cf., IPNI and JSTOR Plant Science). All types deposited in the herbaria previously mentioned were seen. The list includes information about the bibliographical reference of the publication of the taxa, types with locations and notes, synonyms, distribution by country, and placement in the subgeneric subdivision according to Cuatrecasas' taxonomic definition of the series (species not previously assigned to any series are assigned here). Preliminary data on the phylogeny of the genus (Vargas & Madriñán, data unpublished) suggest the series are not monophyletic, leading to the interpretation of the series as artificial subdivisions, which nevertherless are helpful for identifying species and morphological groups (see Cuatrecasas 1969 , Vargas & Madriñán 2006 LITERATURE CITED
